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HBSTBACT 

This is a report by tha Educational Priorities Panel 
(EPPt, an independent watchdog group that loaitors Mew lock City's 
education budget, on the various budget cuts that the Board of 
Education has enacted during 1976-1990. Since 1976, Xke, Board has 
executed a policy of supporting instructional rather than 
adiinlstrative services, when cuts ..were necessiry, adiinistrative or 
ancillarf units wfcre sore frequently targeted than were instructional 
services. Budget and payroll data indicate that adsinistrative staff 
has declined 16 percent while instructional staff has grown slightly 
since 1976. In the report, difficulties involved in obtaining 
accurate data fros .payroll and budget saterials are detailed in an 
outline of the panel's Methodology. Particular attention is paid to 
the developient of the Board's 1980 budget: it is pointed out that 
there are discrepancies between the nuiber of budgeted positions and 
the nuaber of payroll positions. The report states, however, that the 
EPP feels sore confident than it did in 1976 that the largest 
port? one, of allocated funds will benefit children in the classrooi, 
(Author/JiPB) 
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BELT^IGHTENIMG AT 110 LIVINGSTOM STREET 
HOW OME ACKNOT BAS RESPONDED TO THE FISCAL CRISIS 

1976-1980 

SDMMARY 

The fiscal crisis in 1^75 uas traumatic for the Board of 
Education. In one yaar, 11% of its personnel were cut# More 
than 7,000 positions wars, eliminated in elementary and inter- 
mediate schools? 2,200 positions ware eliminated in hi^ schools; 
700 positions were lost in special education* 

In response to this alarming reduction in instructional 
services, twenty-five civic groups joined tcgether as the 
Educational Priorities Panel to monitor the education budgat 
in New York City. Its very first r^rt in 1976 documented dis- 
proportiiHiate cuts in instructional services and idantified 
spending patterns which favored administrative functions. 

Por the past live years, tjie EPP nias -consistently argued for * 
nmintaining and enhancing instructional services in the school 
system. It has suggested where savings could be achieved, how to 
improve services, whece^ functions could be streamUned. It is now 
appropriate to rMPP^^i** staffing patterns at the Board. What 
changes have occurred in the school systam since IS 76? Bow did 
the Board reallocate its ^taff in 1980 lAen it was faced with a 
$110 mill on daficit? What were the Board's priorities for staffing 
in 1980? 

SPP*s analysis of payroll and budgat data ^^^J^^ that, by and 
large, elnce 1976, the Board has executed a policy of supporting 
instructional rather than administrative services. When cuts were 
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necessary, adiilnistrative or ancillary units were nore frequently 
the target than were instructional 'services. In 1976, nine of * ten 
employees in the system were assigned to instruction; the same 
ratio exists today. But dramatic dianges have occurred in the ^ 
school system. Student enrollment has declined 13%. More than 
50 schools have been closed. The federal government has imposed 
costly new mandated programs — most notably for special education. 
And tlie system has had to absorb annual cuts tf> help the city's 
struggle to adiieve a balanced budget. 

Where were savings achieved? The Board reduced its total 
staff by 4% net between 1976 and 1980. Administrative and ancillary 
staff decreased by 16%. The largest share of the cuts occurred in 
ancillary services where positions were eliminated in school luncSies 
and pupil personnel. The central administration s\istained a net 
loss of 11% of its staff, as the Bu!9iness and Administration, 
* V Curriculum and Instruction, and the Bureau of Supplies were reduced 
in size, school Buildings lost 8% of its staffing, primarily from 
custodial services and repair shops. 

The Board also cut instructional services. Staffing in the 
elementary and intermediate schools was reduced by 4%; in the high 
schools by 8%. Part of this decline is accounted for by a decrease 
in enrollment. Nevertheless, the level of instructional services 
has declined, but not as markedly as administration, 

The Board followed a similar pattern of cutting administrative 
rather than instructional services in 1980 it atteaqpted to 

resolve its $110 million deficit. As in the preceding five-year 

a 



-iii- 



9 

period/ the Board reduced staffing in acimihfstrative^d ancillary 
fervices to achieve necessary savings., -Sta^f v»s cut in thj^.'^ ^ 
central administratioh by 12% primay^y from oif ices'Xi^re ^ts 
had baen made- in the past: Business an<3 AdiDd.nlstrationr Curriculum* 
and Instruction r and the Bureau of SuppUes. Services were cut 
again in^school liinches and pupil personnel # custodial servibes ^ 
and repair shops. A^d staffing levels in the Division df Special 
.Education, the original source of the deficit, grew dramatically 
by 35%. ^ ^ . 

What priorities c^h be inferred from these decisions? Overall, 
for the past five years, the Board has chosen to support teaching 
staff rather than administrative staff. Despite increasing fiscal 
pressures, it has adhered to a policy of maintaining instructional 
services instedd o? administrative and ancillary services • The 
EPF applauds this policy and supports t^a Board's efforts to main- 
tain the level of instructional services in New York Ci^. 

However, our analysis has i^ntified several disconcerting 
pro»jlems. • It would ftppaar that only absolute necessity and outside 
pressures cause the Board to reduce its administrative staff* For 
exanple, some of the administrative cuts promised by the Board to 
help resolve the 1980 midyear deficit %#ire never coo^leted when tt 
appeared that the deficit would not be as great as predicted. An 
opportunity to save money, not only that year, but on a recurring 
basis, was therefore lost when the pressure was lifted. Furthermore, 
despite cuts in every area except special education, the Personnel 
office has continued to grow^. Between 1976 and 1980, the number 



of lines ^allopa^ed to Personnel increased by 13%. In 1980 # when 
dther units In the central administration sustained ne| losses # 
Personnel grew by 22%. The expansion of this unit is difficult to 
understand in ^he light of other administrative cuts. Its growth ^ 
during a period of systemic contraction is even more anomalous; 

It should be noted here that increases in other offices were 
attributed to reorganizations and new functions • Whether these 
.qhan'res^ resulted ;in greater *ef f iciengies was not investigated for 
this study. • 

Our review of payrolls and ^dgets has also undei scored the 
! absence of reliable analyjtic^l data on staffing in the achool 
system. Headcount reports published by the Board do not provide 
breakdomv of all personnel by appropriation uni;ts nor do they 
clearly distinguieh between personnel assigned to teaching or - 
^dministrajtive functions* Croas referenp^s for title chahges are 
not routinely availabX'e. Furthermore # because headcount repoirts 
do not carry previous tqtals/' it is difficult to gonduct trend 
analysis. ^ 

This lack of straightforward published data mMes it difficul^t 
to see the positive results of Board actions. Moreover # it gives 
the impression that the Board is incapable or unwilling tp prpvide 
information on its programs • 
' SPP recommends the following: 

1) T'lr Boar^ ahould make every effort to reconcile its 

k 

data and make them as "^^prehensive as possible* 



2) The Board shoula investigate the'ca^iaes for the 
growth in the Divleidn of Personnel .and attain 
greater ^efficiencjr in this office* 

3) The Boardr as well as the public, should remain 
vigilant in monitoring its administAtive ^ 
expenditures* > 

Nevertheless, bvoralx, the EPP now feels much more confident 
than it did in 1976 that the largest portion of funds allocated to 
the Board of Education will reach children in the classroom* >Jid^ 
as parsnts and taxpayers, we will continue to advocate and monitor 
a lean and efficient administrative budget at 110 Livingston Street 
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a>OfiryKG HEADS AT TOS BOARD OP BDOCATION: PAYgOLTiS AND BUDGETS 

How many people %iork for the Hew York City BoArd of Education? 
The answer should be simple, but, as with so many other numbers in 
the public sector, it depends on where 'you look and what you are 
counting* Budget analysts will argue that tlte answer can be found 
in budget documents* Payroll personnel will cite several different 
totals » and qualify their responses with references to ar^nual or 
lieurly, status* and payroll banks* 

The question of how to count heads is fundamental to Targer 
issues surrounding the management of school systems in the 1980* s« 
In this era of increasing fiscal constraints school boards have to 
make difficult decisions about allocation of resources* Should 
priority be a'ccor^ed teachers » support personnel or Administration^ 
The Hiff iculty in making these decisioni^ is compounded when accurate 
current information is not availabXe. 

These difficult issiies are complicated by rising cof ts for 
necessary operating expenses and mandated programs, which absorb a 
lar^ propottioh of the school budget** At the same time, school 
systems are faced with the competing demands of the school community 
increased instructional seirvi^cs# effective management,. «*nd more 
support services* WixJiin this setting, school boards must attempt 
to strike a balance* ^ 

The allocation of resources between teachers and administrators 
serves as an iaqportant index o^ a school system's priorities* But 
it is equally important to examine the allocation of resources 
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Within Instructional and administrative units* These numbers provide 
some evidence of decisions to support particular units or divisions 
at the expense of others* Conversely # the reduction of the size of 
some units often ref lf/<;ts beliefs that these^ services are less 
important^ 

Six years ago, just after substantial contraction of the 
Board of Education budget made necessary by the city's fiscal 
crisis* the Educational Priorities Panel undertook an analysis of 
the Board's spending priorities as reflected in the targets of 
major cutbacHs. It found that cuts in instructional services far 
exceeded those in administration. Thus, it began its campaign to 
insure that the quality of education in New York City was re- 
established. It has cons|ltently argued for reductions in adminis* 

trative units rather than schools and for better management at the 

# 

Board of Education. It is now appropriate to reappraise the Board's 
priorities. 

This report seeks to ^answer several questions. What are the 
Board's priorities for staffing? What changes occurred at the 
Board during 1980 when it incurred a potential $110 million deficit? 
What impact haye consistent reductions in staff since 1976 had on 
^the schaol system? And, finally, i^at policies can be inferred 
frcMB the Board's staffing decisions? 

The report is divided into four sections* The first section 
. presents tffe methodology and some of the difficulties involved in 
determining how the Board allocates it» resources. The second 
section analyses staffing patterns in the budgeting process through 
examination of bud^t documents in FY 1980. The third and fourth 
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sections d«al with a cooq^rison of planned allocations in budget 
docuMnts and the actual allocations in payrolls. In the third 
saction# discussion focusas on the Board's adjustment to the midyear 
deficit in rr 1980; the fourth # on the Board's priorities four 
years after the fiscal crisis* Finally, some recommendations for 
the future are made* 

MBTHODOLOgYi ANALYSIS AND 80MS DimCULTIBS 

There are t%fo sets of basic documents which provide Informs^ 
tion on expenditures and staffing at the New York City Board of 
Education* The first set consists of budgets which show how nmch 
money will be spent and for whom* The second set oonsists of 
payrolls which document how much money has been spent and for 
whom. Budgets are planning tools which initially represent the 
way in which an organisation anticipates it will apend its revenues; 
payrolls are accounting tools which record how an orgcnisation is 
actually spending its money. Budgets and payrolls are both static 
and dynamic! they permit a snapshot of the status of anticipated 
and actual expenditures at a given point In time, but they are 
shifting continually to reflect changing realities* deref<re^ it 
Is important ^o look at several budget and payroll documents over 
time. 

This study compares staffing patterns and expenditures for 
administrative and instructional functions for FY 1980 in four 
)Udget documents and thi^ payrolls* The four budget documents 
Include the jSxecutlve Budget # the Approved Budget, the Budget as 
modified and the Fijialjludg^^ Mayor's- 



proposal for spending^ Th« Approved Budget Includes all changes made 
by the City Council and Board of Estimate^ The Budget as modified 
reflects the changes made in the first half of the ^fiscal year. The 
rinal Budget represents the allocations at the close of the fiscal 
year* The three payrolls include the the Pension and Tax Tapes 
(Pentax) effective June 1980; the Monthly Financial Statements 
generated by the Office of Budget, Operations and Review at the 
Soc^rd of Education, and June 1980 headcount reports produced by 
the Payroll office* In addition, the audited statement of the 
Board of Education, Monthly Financial Statements submitted to the 
Financial Cental Board by the City of New York, and Financial 
Control Board reports were reviewed* To assess changes in the 
distribution of personnel between 1976 an.. 1980, FY 1976 Board of 
Education head counts were compared wi**h 1980 headcounts* 

There are several factors which complicate analysis of adminis- 
trative and instructional services at the Board* The first is a 
function of the school system's relationship to the city; the 
second, the nature of the budgeting process; the third, the nature 
of the collective bargaining process* 

In New York City, the Board of Education does not have its own 
tax base; it is fiscally dependent^on the City for local revenues* 

V 

The City allocates a share of its budget to the Board ot* Education 
ju^t ak it does to oth#r city Mryioes such as sanitation! and 
poUce* ' But the Bo4rd of Education is not a mayoral agency like 
the Sanitation Department* It is governed by sa independent 
appointed Board of Education, which is autonomous and not respon- 
th^ ^M^uft^ — Th e Cit y' s lack o f di r e ct con trol ov e r t h e 
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•chool 8y8t«a presents manag«m«nt problenui because it cannot direct 
Board spending. Meverthelesu, if the Board runs a deficit, the 
City must pay. 

To reduce the potential for such fiscal overruns, the Ci^ 
routinely monitors Board revenues and expenditures in its coo^uter- 
i2ed accounting system, the Integrated Financial Management System 
(ITMS). The Board also maintains an accounting system of its own, 
the Business and Accounting Computer Information System (BACIS), 
^ich was developed prior to the City's. 

The existence of two systems, albeit compatible ones, sometimes 
results in conflicting data on the status of revenues and expendi- 
tures. Delays in entering data into one or another system mean 
that the Board's headcount or expenditure repotts will differ from 
those of the City. Policy differences about how and when revenues 
should be recorded mean major discrepancies between revenues counted 
by the Board ind those credited by the Ci^. Disparities in the 
levels pjf detail generated by BACIS and IFKS re])crts result in 
confusion aliout total personnel or expenditur#iS. The discrepancies 
between Board reports and City reports exacerbate confusion about 
the Board's financial condition. 

The second problem is a function of the budgeting process at 
the Board of Education/ The budget lays out expected expenditures 
on an annual basis for specific functional areas and responsibilities. 
The relationship between budjeted items and actual expenditures 
depends on the rate at which expenditures are incurred and how 
these expenses are*tfarried. The Board is rr -quired by statute to 
jise__aJ^ilillld accrual basis* for ac counting. R evenues are _ recorded 

It; 
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wh«n thay arm ;«c«lv«d in cash unless they are "measurable and 
available to finance oparationa,**^ or materials have been ordered 
but not received* Sxpenditurea are recorded when obligations for 
purchases are made or when the contract is signed rather than 
%fhen they are received or payment is actually made. Thus, both 
revenues and expenditures are recorded prior to the actual receipt 
of revenues or goods and services* Such a system creates problems 
for analyzing expenditures since it is difficult to know how much 
money has actually been spent. 

There are similar problems in determining the number of en^loyees* 
Actual changes in personnel are not reflected in the payroll until 
two months after the action has been taken; modifications in the 
budget which affect the permissable number of individuals on budget 
lines are not translated into payroll t-irms for three or four months*^ 
^!oreoverf more than one individual can fill a budget line« as« for 
exasqple, a per diem substitute hired temporarily to fill the line of 
an absent teacher. Since the number of individuals on the payroll 
changes from day to day, there is frequently a lag between the 
actual number of employees and the budgeted number of employees. 
Thus, the , over budget condition of one 'init- or the under- budget 
condition of another may simply reprilsent a delay in the processing 
of verminations or hirings, or some temporary circumstances. 



^Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, and Company, Statement of Expenditures and 
Encumbrances and Statement of Non-City Revenue, Year Ended June 30, 1990 

^ r rom an intervteir^ltfr Joe Guarinelloi January ^r^i^^ ~ 

17 
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Th# roltt of coll«ctiv« bargaining in cocqplicating analysis ot 
tha distribution of psrsonnsl is apparent on two levels* First, 
in those years vhen contracts are negotiated, the sise of the 
contract amrds presents an awesome budgeting unknown, until final 
agreeaent is reached, neither the Board nor the City can accurately 
anticipate expenditures* Second, the City and through it, the 
Board of Bducation, negotiates with 40 separate unions* Board 
payrolls and budgets are structured around union contracts (and the 
corresponding salary and benefit scales) with separate categories 
for pedagogic, adadnistrative , hourly and custodial personnel « 
"Aiese distinctions d%not necessarily correspond to the functions 
that staff perfon but rather to distinctions made by the union. 
Xhere are pedagogic lines in adminlitrative units and administrative 
lines in units which serve instructional functions* Thus, it is 
difficult to draw clear distinctions between personnel performing 
instructional functions and actual administrative personnel* 

V 

WJCSBrC3 FOR FY 1980 1 ' TMC glAmUMG TOOLS 
!• The Kxecutive Budget FY 1980 

in February, 1979, the Hayor proposed a $2*3 billion budget 
for the Mew York City Board of Bducation* Fully $1*9 billion was 
allocated to personal services which includes salaries^ fringes, 
and lymp sum allowances for contractual obligations and nonpension* 
able cash allowances* This budgst provided for a total of 66,879 
annual employees, of whom 94% were to be paid fros^ city^ax levy 
funds or state operating aid that ds non*»categprical or non* 
reimbursable ^nnaing> — (T a b l e J4, — 

■ .18 
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TABLE 1 



Olstrlbution of Annual Tax Lavy Ewploft by 
' Dhit of J^ppropriation 

FY 19Bfl- - 



Kxactttlv Budqat M>provd Budqat 
# % # % 



201: District Instruction « 

Adninistration 33,864 54% 33,864 54% 

203i Division of Hi^ Schools 14,891 24 14,891 24 

205t Division of Spaoial 

Education 6,879 11 6,879 11. 

207: Ancillary Sarvicas* 2,731 4 2,731 4 

209: Division of School 

Buildings 2,724 4 2,724 4 

211: Cantral Administration 

Activitias 1»715 _3 If 715 _2 



TOTAL 



62,804 100% 62,804 100% 



^AndlUry sarvicas includaa 675 othar positions for school lundi. 



sourcast Bxacutiva Budgat, FY 1980, City of Naw fork 

Approvad Budgat, August 1979, Offica of Budgat Oparation: 
and Ravlaw, Bo*rd of Education, City of Maw York 
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According to this budgstf nine in tan tax levy eniployaes ware 
Mflignad to icatructional aarvicas* Slightly nora than half of 
tha ci^ tMtx lavy positions was allocatad for District Instruction 
and Mri^nistration (UA 201), tha appropriation unit *^ich includes 
taachars and adninisti^ativa staff for tha alanantary and intamadiata 
schools* Anothar (luartar was allocata4 to tha Division of High 
Schools (UA 203) for taachars ^ adiainistrators and soma support 
sarvicas in tha high schools^ and approxinataly 11% was allocatad 
to tha Division of Spacial Education (UA 205), vmich is rasponsibla ' 
for tha aducation of handicappad childran* ^ 

Tha ravaining positions ware distributad almost squally among 
tha thraa units <rf appropriation for administration* Tha cantral 
administration (UA 211) was allocatad 4% for planning f ba6mt and 
businass officas* Anothar 4% was distributed to tha Division of 
School Buildings (UA 209) which manages tha school planti tha 
remainder ware allocated to ancillary services such as transporta- 
tion, lunches, safety and guidance provided to all levels of the 
systems* 

!!• The App^^oved Budget FY 1980 

Negotiations between the Ci^ Council, the Board of Estimate 
and the Mayor's office resulted in an Approved Budget with a 1% 
increase over the Executive Budget in the dollars for personnel 
costs at the Board of Education (including $15 iAiliion for District 
Instruction and Administration and $5 million for the Division of 
Hi^ Schools), but the number of budgeted positions remained unchanged 
(Table 2) 
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TABLS 2 



Distribution of P^rsonnal S*rvic«« Expenditures by 
Osiit oC Appropriation 
Ixecutive and Approved Budgets 
FY 1980 



Sxectttive Approved Differencs 

201a District Znatructlon 6 

AdBdnlstratlon $738,281,389 $753,281,389 •«-$lS,gOO,000 

2031 Division of High School* 323,652,785 328,652,758 5,000,000 

20 5 1 Olylslon cf Sfwclal 

Xdttcatlon 162,958,966 162,958,966 

207: Ancillary S«rvicoV 59,105,425 59,10^, 425Z1Z -„ ir 



209t Division of School 

Buildings 118,279,282 118,279,282 

211» Central Administration 

Activitiss 41,310,615 41,310,615 

213» RelBriburs.^ls Irograms 178,999,195 178,999,195 

7701 CtXA 26.811.250 26,811,250 



TOTAL $1,855,620,300 $1,875,620,300 +$20,000,000 



SourcMi Ixseutivs Budgst. City of Mew York. Tl 1980. 

Approved Budgat. August 14, 1979. Offics of Badgst Opsrations 
and Rsvisir. Board of Bducation. City of N«w York 



Th« Bx«cutiv« Budget ISstm positions by budgst cods and title 
but does not distinguish bstw«sn pedagogic and administrative status* 
The BACZS Approved Budget^ however^ provides some indication of the 
distribution between pedagogic and administrative positions* Of the 
full«tlBS city tax levy positions approved in the budget, almost 
nine in ten tiere for pedagogic lines (005)* This percentage corre* 
sponds closely to the share of positions allocated to those units 
which provide instructional services and affirms^ the observation 
that the overwhelming majori^ of the staff at the Board of Education 
are licensed as teadiers* (Table 3) 

Inde#d, the three appropriation units %^ich serve primarily 
iMtructiohal pui^poses are domiiiated tiy pedagogixr positions^ In 
District Administration and Instruction, 9§% of all positions are 
pedagogical! 98% of the positions in the High Schools fall in this 
category; and 96% of the positions at Special Education are pedagogic 
lines* 

The small percentage of administrative lines in these divisions 
is gsnerally allocated to administrative functions* In the Districts/ 
for exaople, two thirds of the administrative positions are assigned 
to local administration of community school district offices; similarly, 
most of the administrative positions of special education are assigned 
to finance and management and the hearings unit* 

Fedaqoques vs* Administrators 

However, the distinction be^een pedagogic and administrative 
functions is not as straightforward in administrative services as 
in instructional services* Approximately 18% of all eiq>loyees, or 
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TABLK 3 



Olstrlbtttloa of Annual P«d*gosric and Adminiatyrativa 
Baployaaa in tha Approvad Budget by 
tftilt of Appropriation' 
rt 1980 



Padaqoqic Admlniatrativa 

♦ % » % 

201 i Olatrlct Inatructlon « 

Adminiatratlon 33,380 99 484 1 

20 3 1 Oiviaion of High Scfaoola 14,626 98 265 2 

205 1 Oiyiaion of Special 

, Bducation 6,623 98 256 2 



207t^ Ancillary «ar»4ca»^ 325 ^12 2,406 88 

8 <1 2,716 99 



20 9 t Oiviaion of School 
Buildihga 



211 1 Cantral Adndniatration 

Activitiaa 302 18 1.413 82 



TOTAL 



55,264 88 7,540 12 



Sourcai Approvad Badgat, Auguat 14, 1979, Offica of Budgat Oparationa 
and Ravlaw, Board of Bducation, City of Naw York 
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342 o£ the 1,715 employees" in Ceptral^Administration , are on pedagogic 
lines* (Table 4) 

In some, off ices the reasor^ for using teachers for ^ese functions 
is clear: more than a third of the pedagogic slots are assigned 
to either the Office of Curriculum And Instruction, which pi\ns 
curriculum for general subject areas r or the Offices of Bilingiial 
Bducation and Car^r Education* Another 12% is assigned to the ) 
Board of Examiners which administers licensing tests for teachers* 

The other administrative office which accounts for a high 
proportion of teaching lines is the Oeputy Chancellor's office: ' 
one fifth of all teachers in Central Administration are located 
here* Of the 63 pedagogic lines in the Deputy Chancellor's office, 
13 are assigned to the Office df Student Information Services 
which collects and processes student register aivd-test data^ The 
remainder are assigned to such offices as Budget Operations and 
Review, Legal Services, and Labor Relations where the role of 
individuals prepared to teach is not as readily apparent* 

The function of licensed teachers in other centra^ administra- 
tion offices is also somewhat more ambiguous* The most obvious cases 
include Business Administration and Personnels both of which are 
responsible for staff functions. More than half of. the teachers in 
Business Administration are located in the Data Prbcessing office i 
the majority of teaching lines in Personnel are located in the 

Medical Bureau and the Office of the Executive Director* 

> 

Thar* also appears to b« an Inafflclent. allocation of teachers 
within severSl ancillary services, ^proximately 12% of the 2,731 

} 

/ 

positions in ancilUa^ services are pedagogic* Of these, more *than^^ 

21 
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TABLE 4 



Distribution of Psda^oglc and Administrative Positions in 
Csntral Administration Activities 

Approved Gadget 
FY 1980 

^ Pedagogic Administrative Total 







* 


% 


* 


% 


* 


% 




Board ot Iducation 


— 




52 


> 100% 


52 


100% 




Chancellor 


. 29 


27% 


78 


73 


107 


100 


V 


Comadnity School 
^ District Affairs 


15 


44 




56 


34 


100 

e 




Curriculum and 
lnst:,uction 


115 


49 


111 


51 


216 


10" 




Board of examiners 


36 


32 


76 


68 


112 


100 




Deputy Chancellor 


63 


26 


179 


• 74 


242 


100 




Personnel 


32 


15 


176 


85 


208 


100 


c 


Business and 

Administration 


22 


3' 


722 


97 


744 


100 


* / 


• 

. TOTAL 


302 


18% 


1,413 


82% 


i;715 


100% 



source: Approvid Budgit-, August 0,4, 1979, Office o£ Budget Operations 
-wid-Reirlew, Board of Education, City of New York 
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^ half artt^ teach«r; a8si9r\ad to what waa than tha Biiraau of Child _ 



/ 



Guldanca. But fully ona third of tha padagogic linas in ancillary 
aarvicaa.^ara aanignid to attandanca administration and school 
^ lunches, functions which do not appaar to raquira taaching skills. 

Tha us^ of individuals with taaching^licsnsas for nonpadagogic 
functions is often quastiotiad. Whan licapsad taachars ara auignad 
to administrativa positions, thay of tan prefar to mflnj^aiir thair 
padagbgic status bacausa of thair banafit pac)t^aga and sr^iority 
stalls. - , 



111. Tha Planning Tool 12 Months Latar; Tha Final Budget FY 1980 

Budget analysts at the Board of Education maintain that FY 19dO ^ 
was not a representative year and a rough cataloging bf tha numbera 
bears theiu out. The final budget as nibdified for personnel services 
was $2.1 billion, '$210 million mora than the budget approved in 
i June 1979.^ , , ' . ^ ' 

This 11% increase resulted from H:hree principal factors: un^-» 
ticipated enrollifiants and expenditures for apecial education, inaccurate 
projections for^ overall* student' enmllment, and unanticipated . 
transportation-casts.^ Tha re'aaons for the deficit in these areaa 
will be expiained mora fi>lly balow, but soma note should be m^de of 
the dollars involved. The largest dolljir^ increases occurred in 
tha budgets for the districts and fot special education, aaich of 



^^^^ \ 

\ 



^ Final Budget, October 31, 1980, Office of Budget Operations ^nd 
RaviaW, Board of Education, City of New York 



^educational PrioritiasNAunel, Service Cuts and Budget Deficits in 
New York City Schools: 1979, Wovambar 27, 1979. 
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Which gr«w by >24 mllUon, «rhiU th« budget tor ancillary sarvicea* - 
(which^ includaa tranaportation ^oata) roaa^j>21 million. Whan 
^ha dollara ara tranaUtad into parcantaga_J:arma, tha ralativa 
aiza of tha Incraaaaa ara ravaraad and ai^illary aarvicaa racaivad 
tha s^aataat pa^cantagi^ incraaaa — up a thirds cooq^rad to 'apacial 
aducation'a growth o£ a fifths and tha aignificantly imallar growth 
Of 4% in tha budgat for tho Diatricta* * 

What cauaad thaaa badgat changaa? Soma of tha incraaaa waa 
appropriatad ^or a total of 2^900 naw budgatad poaitibnaf a 4% riaa • 
ovar tha baginning of tha yaar. But. tha ralativaly amall aggragata 
incraaaa obacuraa tha radical changaa which occurrad at tha Board 
of Bdacation during tha twalva mflj^tha of FY 1980. ;Th^ daficita wara 

incurrad fitat in Sapta9d>ar/ aa a raault ^qf unanticipatad anrollmants 

^^^^ ' ' ' ' 

in tha Diatricta and an undirfundad baw tttidgat. In paiambar tha 

daficit graw aa tha Board avaluatad and placad atudanta ^n apacial 

aducatibn waiting Uata and incurrad* tha raiatad coata for initruction 

nnd tranaportation. Finally, in ihm apring of 1980, tha^^^d ^ 

* axpariancad unaxpactad fual joati. to covar thaaa^ tha« City agra^Sd 
to'provida tha; Board with additional fun2la on ona condition} that 

' iha Board achi%va*$23.8 milUon-in aavinga thrbu^ cuta :^n aarvicaa 
aiid parabnnal.. Qf. thia total/ tha Board waa raquirad to achiava 
alaoai^ million in paraonnal coata throus^ layoff a, attrition, 
and fraar,* At tha^lMuna tima, tha Board waa raquirad to aliminata 
150 pofitiona in adminiatrativa and aupport aarvicaa. 
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' In rMpon0<i/ City tax levy positions in the budgst were reduced 
in •ncHimxY services/ school buildings/ and central administration*. 
In total/ 552 budgeted positions were eliminated* The Board reached 
its tar git for freesing pedagogic lines bv February/ 1980* By June/ 
the Board had achieved its goal of eliminating 150 administrative 
lines from the budget. New positions were added to the three 
instructional units ~ the districts^ high schools and specif 
education • (Table 6) The net increase was 2/348 positions. (Table 5) 

Instructional Services vs» Administration 

Necessarily/ special education was the beneficiary of the 
greatest increase in budgeted personnel to serve, the large numbers 
of niwly placed special education students* The number of positions 
assigned to the Division of Special Education grew by 35% from 
6/879 to 9/315^ Additional teaching lines were provided for classes 
for the motionaliy disturbed/ the neurologicaUy in^ired/enotiohally 
disturbed/ respurce tooms and hospital instruction* New positions 
were also allocated for the appeals unit/ committees on the handicapped 
and central supporc* 

The number of positions in the District budgets increased by 111/ 
less than 1% over the original approved budget* More than half 
%iere assigned tp teaching special needs students at junior hic^ scl^ols 
%#hile most of the remainder were allocated for the district office»| 
In the high schools/ the majority of the new positions were allocatikl 
for teaching lines in academic hi^ schools* 



TABZil 5 



Distribution of Annual Tax Z«avy Position by 
Ohit of Appropriation 
Approvad and final Budgata 
n 1980 

Approvad Final Diffaranca 
* # # % 

201 I Diatrict Inatruction & 

Adndniatration 33,864 33,975 + 111 + .3% 

?03i Diviaion of Hi^ Schoola 14,891 15,244 + 353 +2% 

205 1 Diviaion of Spacial 

Mucation 6,879 9,315 +2,436 +35% 

207i Ancillary Sar Taa^ 2,731 2,574 - 157 -6% 

209 t Diviaion of School 

Buildinga 2,724 2,535 - 189 -7% 

211s Cantral Administration 

Activitias 1.715 1.509 -123L 



TOTAL 



62 , 804 65, 152 +2 , 348 +4% 



Sourcaa: Approvad Budgst, Auguat 14, 1979, Offica of Budget 
pparations and Ravlaw, Board of Education, City of 
Maw York 

Final Budgat, Octobar 31, 1980, Offica of Budgat 
pparationa and Ravlair, Board of Education City of 
Haw Yoiic . « 
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- - - . - - . TABLE 6 

Distribution of Annual Tax Lavy Poaitiona for 
Oantral Administration and Ancillary Sarvicas 

Approvad and Final .Budget a 
rt 1980 



Ancillary Sarvicaa 

„ Tr« asportation 
Food Sarvioas 

Pupil Parsonnal 
Scbool Safaty 
AttaiUlaaca 

Bdus./Vbc* Quid* 
Buraau of Child 
Gttidanca 



teprovad 



2,731 

63 
2/259 

409 
23 

155 
12 

219 



Final 



2,574 

80 
1/766 

728 
45 

183 
12 

488 



Diffaranca 

f 

* % 

-157 ■:^6% 

+ 17 +27% 
-493 -22% 

+319 *-7a% 

+ 22 +96%. 

+ 28 +ia> 

+269 +12^% 



Cantral Adndniatratlon 



Board of Education 


52 


52 






Chancallor'a Offica 


107 


104 


- 3 


-<1% 


Oaputy Chancalior 


242 


209 


- 33 


-14% 


Parsonnal 


208 


254 


+ 46 


+22% 


Board of Exaoinars 


112 


lie 


- 2 


- 2% 


Curriculum & Instruction 


172 • 


lU 


- 58 


-34% 


Bilingual Educatioit 


24 


25 


+ 1 


+ 4% 


Caraar 6 Occ. Education 


20 


11 


- 9 


-45% 


Communis School Diatrict 


34 


27 


- 7 


-21% 


Affaita 








-19% 


Buainaaa & Adminiatration 


469 


379 


- 90 


Buraau of Suppliaa 


257 


206 


- 51 


-20% 


Ratironant Claiffla 
TOTAL 


18 


18 ' 






1,715 


1/509 


^' ■• 
-206 


-12% 



Sourcea: Approvad Budget/ August 14/ 1979/ Office of Budget 
Operationa and Review/ Board of Education/ City of 
New York 

Final Budget/ October 31/ 1980/ Office of Budget 
Operations and Review/ Board of Education/ City of 
New York 



ERIC 



30 



final badgtt iradjwr ^Tidicatr^atnoT tiie^tt^ anits with a net 
loss of positional tha cantral adndnlatraticn waa moat aevaraly 
affactad with a nat loaa of 206 or 12% of its staffing. (Tabla 6) 
Within Cantral Adainiatration^ Buainaaa and Administration was tha 
hardaat hit with a nat loaa of 141 poaitions primarily from tha 
Buraau of SuppUaa (51), Data Proceiaing (25), Accounting (20), 
and Payroll (10)* Tha Division of corriculum and Instruction also 
sttf farad a aubatantial nat loss of paraoanal with a drop of 31% • 
Tha cuts in othar of ficas wara not aa graat* 

Howavar, two units within tha Cantral Administration war a 
sparad* Tha aumbar of poaitions assignad to tha lay Board of 
Education ramainad unchangad* And Parsonnal grew by 22% with tha 
acquisition of naw^llnaa for the Office of the Director and the 
Office of Pedagogy. 

The two other units affected by the cuts were the Division of 
School Buildings and Ancillary Servicea. School Buildings lost 
almost half of ita budget lines for custodial service as wall as 
linaa in the repair s>iop8yand the Bureau of Construction, although 
poaitions were eliminated in every unit. Ancillary Se2rvicaa suffered 
a 6% net loes of personnel, but School Lunches was the only unit 
where it was substantial* Of its original 2,259 annual tax levy 
poaitiona, school lunch lost 22% — primarily from junior and 
senior high school programs* In addition, two thirds of the lines 
in school lunch adminiatration were eliminated* At the same time, 
the nufcdber of posiUons at School Safety doubled, and there was a 
27% growth in Tranaportation* 
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Ptdaqogw v«> Adnlni>trator> 

How did thM« cuts af £«ct thm distribution of personnel among 
units or bst%iesn pedagogic and administrative positions? The share 
of annual city tax l^vy positions assigned to the six appropriation 
units shifted slightly with a 3% increase for special education and a 
1% decline for central administration and the districts ^ but the total 
percentags of tax levy positions assi^ied to instructional areas 
remained at 90% r The growth in special education offset the elimina- 
tion of pedagogic lines in other areas: consequently ^ the nine-to-one 
teacher/administrator ratio was maintained. 

It appears r then^ that despite dramatic changes ^ the Board 
maintained its budgstary commitment to instructional services* 
Necessary cuts were taken in non-critical administrative areas 
such as Business and Administration ^ School Food Services ^ and 
Curriculum and Instruction* Increases were made in Special 
Education^ the Districts ^ and the High Schools. 

PAYROLLS: REALITY INTRUDES 

AS we noted earlier r the budget is a planning tool. It shows 
where the Board plans to make cuts rather than v^ere cuts are 
actually made. Eliminating a line in the budget represents a 
planned savingsrthat saving will not be effectuated until the 
individuals who fill that line are removed from the payroll. 
Moreover/ if those individuals are shifted to another line^ no 
true savings will be achieved, thim section will ahalyze the 
changes in the number of employees actually being paid during the 
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y«ar# th« changing number of budget lines or positions discussed 

in the previous section. Payroll data thus provides a valid measure 

of whether the Board has achieved its objectix'es* 

Providing a headcount of personnel at the Board should be a 
simple propoeitioa. One would assume that monthly payrolls Include 
all the necessary information* Yet thm very first headcount which 
the Board prepared for the City's financial monitors in January 1980 
was rejected by the City. The Board had counted all individuals on 
active status rather than the number ob paid status and therefore 
working in their normal capacity at the Board* Despite the Board's 
efforts to comply with the City's recpilrements in its next report, 
the City still did not accept Board headcounts* Instead it relied on 
reports generated by its own systemr IFMS* 

Why were the Board's numbers different "from the City's? The 
Board and*,the City both ruly on conputerized information systems* 
Althou^ the Board maintains its own personnel system^ the City 
COT^roller writes the checks for all annual school system staff* 
Thusr City and Bo^rd headcounts differ because of recordkeeping , 
timlngr and personnel control* 

The other factor which contributes to the confusion over the 
number of enqployees at the Board of Education is the cooplex nature 
of the Board's payroll system* The Board maintains eight basic pay- 
colls* Four are payrolls for annual employees; the others include 
hourly, pez diem and prevailing rate personnel* Three" payrolls 
are posted monthly^ four bi-weekly, and one weekly* Some payrolls 
fluctuate seasonally; others do not* A true headcount of all 
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•aploy««s at thm Board of education thus dapanda on which payrolla 
rolla ara includad in tha total and trhan tha count ia takan.- 

!• D afinitionai 14 Payrolla 



Tha largaat payroll in both dollara and abployaaa ia tha R-740r 
which includaa all pada^ogical appointnanta* Tha "R-Bank- covar» 
approxinataly 60^000 annual city tax lavy ao^loyaaa and aaounta to 
approxiaataly $120 million a aonth with fringaa. Addad to thaaa 
ragular paymanta ara approxinataly $3.5 million in norvanaionabla 
caah allowancaa (NPCP'a) nagotiatad in contracta with tha OFT. (Tabla 7) 
Tha only larga fluctuationa in tha "R-Bank" occur in Fabruary whan 
long-tarm par diam aubatitutaa ara hirad to raplaca taachara in 
tha high achoola who hava ratirad but ramain on tha tha payroll* 

Tha two othar annual payrolla ara tha J-740 and tha J-741# Tha 
J-740 covars tha approximataly 5,000 annual adminiatrativa aii5)loyaaa 
auch aa clarka and accountanta, and totala approxinataly $2*7 million 
avary two waaks* Tha J-741 cougars all 1,600 annual achool lunch 
ai^loyaaa, half of *Aom ara managara and tha raat ara rfchool-baaad 



paraonnal. Xt amounta to $800,000 bi-waakly. Tha aiza of tha J-741 
bank ahrinka during tha aumnar montha whan achool-baaad paraonnal 
wara not paid but ramainad on activa atatua in FY 1980* 

Of tha ranaining payrolla, tha Z bank, B banka, T bank and 
DB bank, only ona — tha T-740 — includaa annual anqployaaa. Tha 
T-' to or DB-202 ia tha largaat payroll in dollar tarma, totalling 
$3.5 million avary two waaka* It covara tha 1,000 amployaaa who 
work aa cuatodiana in tha achool buildinga and thair axpanaea for 
auppliaa, aquipnant, and thair approximataly 7,000 aaaiatanta. 
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TABLI 7 



Distribution of ftiploy*** by Payroll 
3mm, 1980 





♦ 


$ 




R-740 Annual 


62,918 


120,000,000 


bi-w«kly 


J«740 Annual 


5,004 


3,500,000 




j*741 Annual 


1,612 


800,000 


bl*-mekly 


Dl-202 Annual 


1,000 


3,500,000 


bi-weekly 


g-bank Hourly 


29,868 


3,000,000 


bl*weekly 


Z-bank Hourly 


919 


200,000 


weekly 


OB-470 Hourly 


1,000 


500,000 


npnthly 


DE-170 Daily 


5,000 


2,000,000 


monthly 


TOTAL 


107,321 







Sources Fentex Tapes, June 1980, end Intejnrlew Data with Payroll 
Office, Board of Education 
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Th«r« Mxm four additional payrolls t Th«s« cover hourly and 
pmr dim anployctas* Tha largest $3 million avary t%fo weaka is 
dividad into thraa unit a. It ia tha Embank and includaa approxi- 
aataly 30,000 indlvlduala approxinataly 6,900 hourly achool 
lunch aidaa, batiiaan 12,300 and 14,000 paraprofaaaionala, principally 
aaaignad to claaarooaw, and approxi«ataly 8,000 achool aidaa and 
guarda* Bacauaa K*bank ao^loyaaa ara paid by tha hour, tha total 
nuMbar shifts fron day to day aa individuala taka vacationa, raport 
in aick, or find full*tlisa iiork. In addition, individuala who vork 
in Bors than ona program aa pai^profaaaionala and achool lunch 
aidaa, for axampla ~ racaiva mora than ona chack. 

Othar hourly parsonnal ara carriad on tha **Z*bank" (Z-740) and 
tha DS-740 payrolla* Tha Z*bank, alao kno%m aa tha hourly maohanica 
payroll, povara tha approxinataly 435 machanica auch as plumbars and 
staamfittara who ara paid pravailing induatry wag^a and approximataly 
445 hourly admlniatrativa an^loyaaa auch aa aaaiatant accountants, 
clarka, and typiata* pirn Z-bank payroll totala approxinataly 
$200,000 avary vaak for thaaa 900 soqployaaa* Tha othar hourly 
payroll ia tha DS«740 ifhich covara hourly prbfaaaionala who work 
in aftar achool prograsM aa coachaa and adviaora* Individuala 
carriad in thia payroll ara fraquantly includad in tha R-*740 bank 
as wall* Approxinataly $5,000 ohacka par month ara cut tha 
Board for this payroll* 

Tha final payroll ia tha DB*170 lAich covara tha approximataly 
5,000 par dtsn aubatitutaa* This payroll amounta to approximacaly^ 
$2*0 million avary month and ia totally managad by tha Board* 
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In addttion to thm mi^t regular payroll*, tha Board also 
Mlntalns supplanantal payrolls tp covar unanticipatad coats* Thara 
ara two supplaaantal cuatodial payrolla — ona for amarganciaa (tha 
DI-112) and ona to covar tha achools aftar ragular achool hours 
(tha 01*113 )• Thara ara f.lso supplamantal payrolls for taachara 
(tha 11-740 and tha S-740), admlnistratora (DE«200) and hourly 
parsonnal (DS'^00)* 

In total/ tha Board posts 14 saparata payrolls covaring aona 
105/000 anployaas. Approxlaataly 66% ara annual amployaaa. With 
tha ttccaption of par dlan aubatitutaa/ tha raaaindar ara hourly 
mvfi )aa« Of tha annual an^loyaaa/ 90% ara covarad by tha R*bank 
aa padagogic paraonnal/ 7% covarad by tha J* 740 bank aa ganaral 
admlniatrativa aaqployaaa/ 2% ara covarad by tha J-741 achool lunch 
bank/ and tha ranaining 1% ara annual cuatodians, (Tabla 8) 

11. problams In Ahalyala 

Tha confuaion ova r tha total nunbar of individuala a^loyad at 
tha Board ariaaa fro« fundanantal dlf farancaa in tha trays individuala 
ara cc^intad* Tha budgata diffarantiata batwaan padagogic and 
adainiatrativa linaai tha payrolla catagori«a parsonnal on tha baaia 
of payroll bankae For wmaplm, tha budgata do not distinguish batwaan 
achool lunch adminiatratora and othar adainiatrativa parsonnal f in 
tha payrolls/ such anployaaa ara carriad in thraa aaparata banka. 
Tha budgata do not includa all hourly aidaa/ par diam aubatitutaa 
and Mchanioai tha payrolls covar auoh aavloyaaa in aaparata banka* 
OifCarancaa in daf initiona randar counting haada a coi^lsx taak. 
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It-bank 

J-740 

J^74l 

Z-bank 

B-bank 

total 
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Olatribution of ft^loyaas by Payroll 
Juna^ 1980 



City Tax Lavy Ralaburaabla Total 



56,794 



2i958 



1^610 



688 



18/629 



80, 677 



6/124 



2/046 



233 



11/239 



62/918 
5/004 
1/612 
919 

29/868 



19/644 ^- 100/321 



Sourcat Pantax Tapaa/ Juna 1980 
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Thin difficulty is ' compounded by thm fact that the city counts 
only*thci0« «vloy«M who ar« paidjfron city tax levy or inter- 
governmantal funds whils ths Board counts all such anployess plus 
thoss for whott it issues checks*/ such as certain substitutes ai^ 
Jhourly ^ai^loyees* ThuS/ the budgets reflect a total limited to 
city tax levy ea^loyees^ those on reimbursable lines / Md some 
hourly personnel/ while payroll totals include all enqployees. 

Another problem is related to the fact that neither budgets 
nor payrolls attribute individuals on grant or categorical program 
f^ded lines to functional units. Rather, such e9t>loyees are 

rried in district appropriation units ~ as CBTA eiiqployees (770) 
!)r as reimbursables (213) • ThuS/ neither budgets nor payrolls 
reveal where these personnel are ^uporlcing. Moreover/ the budget 
/generally underestimates the number of staff t^o will be enqployed 
'on reimbursable lines* Since two in ten of the 105/000 employees 
at txim Board of Bducation are paid on this basis / they represent 
a significant source of manpower ^Ich cannot be included in 
analysis of staff by function. 

III. Payrolls vs. Budgets at Midyear 

Comparison of the midyear budget (Budget as Modified) and the 
February Board of Bducation headcount yield some insighcs into the 
difficulty of reconciling the two documsnts and the discrepancy 
between them. The Modified Budget totaled 62/770 annual city tax 
levy employees/ compared to the 64/104 included in the February 
headcount/ a difference o^ 2%. (Table 9) 
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TABLB 9 



Coofearlwjn of Budg«t aii HodtfiAd (BAM) and February Payroll ^ 
By Olait of Appropriation _ 
FY 1980 







BAM 


Fab J 

Payroll 


Diffaranca 


201: 


District Instruction 6 ^ 
AdBlnistration 

< 


33,582 


33,656 


* 

- 74 


% 

-<1% 


203i 


Division of ai^ Schools 


15,028 


s 

1^,087 


•f 59 


■Kl% 


205i 


Division of Spscial 
Iducation 


7,245 


9,658 




+33% 


207 1 


Ancilla^ Ssrvicss^ 


2,559 


1,943 


-616 


-24% 


209 r 


Division of School 
Buildings 


^2,660 


2,310 


-350 


-13% 

i 


211 1 


Csntral Mnin:.stration 
Actlvitiss 


1,696 


1,450 


- -246 


I 

-15%! 


TOTAL 


• 


62,770 


64,i04 


+1,334 


+ 2% 



''includss 675 othar positions for school lundi 



Sxacu 



Sour CSS 2 Budgst as Nodifiad, FY 1980, Skacutiva Budgat, FY 1981 
Supporting Schadulas, City of Naw Yotk 
Monthly Financial StatainantSr Fabruary 19bO, Board 
of Sduoation# 1980 ' 
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Thii. nuHbtijr of J^divl^ on payroll !• «igni£icantly 1««« 

* * r 

than tlvi bad9«t;a4 posltioni in tha thraa admlniatratlva units 
which suJfarad ttot^ tha^Aldyaar cuts, indicating that cuts, in 
fact, had baan mada* Iha widast dlffaranca b^twaan payroll linas 
and budgat positions, axist ad in ancillary saryicas, %rtiara tha 
nuiBbar of payroll positions is 24% ..lass than thosa budg^tav; * 
Within that unit, tha graatast discrapancy axistad in pupil parsonnal 
nmrvicmu whara pa^oll ^aitions wara: hal^^hqsa budgated* Soma 
of tha gap^ can ba attributad to tha^rganisational shift of Buraau 
of Child Guidanca parsonnal to tha Diyisioi^of Spacial Cducationi 
sons can ba afttributad to tha raorganixation o* school safaty* 
But, tha d^tfarantial in Ppod Sarvicaa raprasantad a trua cut in 
staffing: f ull-tima tax *l«vy budgatad linas for high school and 
nonpublic school* lunchas wara aliminatad* 

Instructional Sarvicaa vs« Administration 

Tha diffarantial in cantral administration was 15%, but the 

division was not cut uniformly. Of tha 13 officas, aavan ware 

/ 

affaC^ d* Tha diffaranca between payroll and budget was. greatest 

in absolute terms in the staff officas of Business and Administration 

- - / 

Supplies, and Personnel, where payroll positions ware leas than those 
budgeted. In percentage terms, line offices were more severely 
aftecteds payroll positions were 25% less than those -bu^.geted for 
J^_1380 in^ Curriculum 4md In#tguction-and th^ Board-of Education, 
and 18^ in the Deputy Chancelloir* s dffice* ^ 

Although tha Monthly Financial Statements do aot provide 

*> * 

detaila on budget codea School Buildings, cexnparison of the 
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June haadcounts and budgets Indicates that the 13% differential in 
this division Is the result of the cuts In custodial and rl^palr 
shop offices. 

In the three Instructional units # the number of Individuals 
on the payroll exceeded the budgeted number. The greatest dis- 
crepancy existed In special education where the number of payroll 
positions was one third greater than those budgeted. Although 
this difference was substantially reduced by the' end of the fiscal 
yearr the midyear condition reflected the Board^s continuing Inability 
to accurately project the register for special education services « 
The discrepancy between payroll and budget In the districts can be 
attributed to a similar problem. However, It appears that the over^' 
budget condition of the hlq^i schools reflected a time lag between 
budgets and payrolls. ^ , ^ 

Pedagogues vs« Administrators ^ 

Which per Sonne were cut? Although we can Idtentlfy those 
units where the number of employees Is less than the planned number / 
It Is somewhat more difficult to establish what percentage of the 

r 

-cuts were taken by administrators or pedagogic personnel from payrolls 
alone. Similarly, It Is not clear whether cuts were taken by 
hourly or annual employees, since the Board headcount groups all 
positions in the J-74(V^ J-741# Z-740, and DE-205 banks as adminis- 
trators without Identifying ten^month personnel in the J-741 bank 
or hourly personnel in the Z-bank. Thus, we cannot establish 
whether the. cuts were taken by full-time administrative personnel 
or prevailing rate administrators and mechanics. At the same 
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tlm, the headdount does not reveal whether these empty budgeted 
positions remained open or %ihether they were filled by reimbursable 
employees • Reliance on reimbursable personnel to fill empty budget 
lines makes sense from a fiscal perspective because it shifts personnel 
costs from city to intergovernmental funds* But unless they are noted 
in accounting doctments, such changes cannot be documented*. 

Nevertheless, it is possible to draw some conclusions about the 
relative impact of the cuts on administrative and pedagogic personnel* 
Based on comparison of modified budget and Board headcount totals, 
the cuts were taken primarily in administrative positions* Payroll 
positions for full-time administrative lines were fully 9% less 
than those budgeted; if part-time positions are included, this 
disparity grows to 19%. In contparison, the number of pedagogic 
positions exceeded those budgeted by S%* (Table 10) 

The discrepancy in administrative lines was greatest in ancillary 
services, where it was 23%, followed by central administAtion and 
school buildings* Almost 45% of the net difference of 204 positions 
in central administration existed in Business and Adbalnistratioa 
and Personnel, while another 20% occurred in the Deputy Chancellor's 
office. But there was also a wide disparity in the high schools 
and the districts where the number of employees in administrative 
lines was 20% less than those budgeted, indicating that some of 
the cuts were taken in school district administration* 

IV. Payrolls vs. Budgets: End of FY 1980 

F.ve months later, the absolute difference between budgeted 
positions and payroll positions had widened but the percentage 
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TABLE 10 

Ccwparison of Budget as Hodifled (BAM) FY 1980 and February, 1980 
Payroll by Pedagogues and Administrators 



BAM 



Pedaqogoes 

201: District Instruction & 

Administration 32 , 988 

203: Division 2 Hi^ Schools 14,763 

205: Division of Special 

Bducation 6,909 

207 t Ancillary Services^ 348 

209: Division of School 

Buildings 15 

211: Central Administration 

Activities 341 
Subtotal 55,364 

Administrative 

201: District Instruction 6 

Administration 594 

203: Division of High Schools 265 

205: Division of Special 

Education 336 

207: Ancillary Services'' 2,211 

209: Division of School 

Buildings 2,645 

211: Central Administration 

Activities 1#355 
Subtotal 7,406 

Total 62,770 

^Includes 675 other employees 



Feb« 



1 



Payroll 

33,181 
14,876 



Difference 
* % 

+193 +1% 
-113 -1% 



9,334 +2,425 +35% 
214 -134 r39% 



17 



299 



+ 2 +13% 



+ 42 +12% 



57,921 +2,557 + 5% 



475 
211 

324 
1,729 



-119 -20% 
- 54 -20% 

\- 12 - 4% 
-^482 -22% 



\ 

2,293 -352 -13% 



1,151 -204 -15% 
6,183 -1,223 -17% 

64,104 +1,334 + 2% 



Sources: Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1981 
Supporting Schedules, City of New York 
Monthly Financial Statements, February 1980, Board 
of Bducation, 1980 



\ 
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difference reaalned largely unchanged* (Table 11} The June budget 

reflected^the- el^ii^e which- had ^occu^ y^ar^ -r increases 

in special education / the districts and the hic^ schools, as well 
^^^-^^as the cuts in ancillary services, administration and school buildings* 
With the exception of special education and the districts/ v^ich 
were slightly over budgst, the number of enployees on payroll was 
less than the planned amount even aifter the budget modifications* 

The gap between the budget and the payroll was widest in ancillary 
services followed by school buildings and central administration, 
but the percentage difference between planned and actual staff for 
these units was approximately the same as it had been in February* 
Moreover, the ratio of teaching to administrative staff remained 
at nine-to-one/ as it had been at the beginning of the year* 

Did the Board succeed in eliminating the 150 positions 
mandated by the City? The Board's Monthly Financial Statements 
for February through June show a nit loss of 534 positions/ or a 
1% net cut in administrative and pedagogic en^loyees for six 
appropriation units. (Table 12) Cuts were achieved in the high 
schools/ cential administration and school buildings/ those units 
where the Board had proposed cuts would be made* In absolute 
numbers/ the largest ctit was sustained by central administration 
%^ich lost 112 positions* I»ine and staff offices were hit equally 
hard. Personnel were terminated in the Chancellor's office; the 
Deputy Chancellor's office/ Curriculum and Instruction/ Business 
and Administration/ and Supplies* The only office untouched was 
Personnel/ which gained staff. 
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TABLE 11 



Coii^ljsb¥"o£ final Budgit FY 1980"nid" June-,- l9B(h 
Payroll by Unit of Appropriation 



June 

Final Payroll Dlffaranca 



201i district Instruction & 

Administration 33,975 34,007 ^+32 <1% 

203: Division of High Schools 15,244 14,648 -596 - 4% 

205; Division of Special 

Bducntlon 9.315 9,378, +63 +1% 

207: Ancillary Services^ 2,574 1,958 -616 -24% 

209: Division of School 

Buildings 2,535 2,218 -317 -13% 



211: Central Administration 



TOTAL 



Activities 1.509 1.361 -148 310% 

65,152 63,570 -1,582 - 21 



Sources: Final Budget, October 31, 1980, Office of Budget Operations 
and Review, Board of Education, City of New York 
Monthly Financial Statement, June 1980, Board of Education 
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TABLE 12 

CoaqMurioon of February # 1980 Payroll with June# 1980 Payroll 
by Unit of Appropriation 



201t Diatrict Instruction & 
Administration 

203 s Division of Hi^ Schools 

205i Division of Special 
Education 

207s Ancillary Services 

209: Division of School 
Buildings 

211: Central Administration 
Activities 



February June Difference 
c # % 

33,656 34,007 +351 + 1% 

15,087 14,648 -439 - 3% 

9,658 9,378 -280 - 3% 

1>943 1,958 + 15 +<1% 

2,310 2,218 - 92 - 5% 

1^450 1,361 - ^9 - .6% 



TOTAL 



64,104 



63,570 -534 -<1% 



Sources: February Honthly Financial Statement, 1980, Board of 
Education, City of Meir York 
June Honthly Financial Statwoent, 1980, Board of Education, 
City of .Neir York 
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Payrolls doctaiant that tha mldyaar cuts had virtually no 
affact on tha distribution of padagogic and admlni strati va staff: 
.thl.J^lSlhjprradmlnistrato^ ratio ramainad at nina to ona« Although 
tha ratio in cantral administration shifted in favor of adminis- 
trators, it was off sat by tha shift to Incraasad padagoguas in 
spacial adulation 9 

JlpMavarr tha Board of Sducation failed to complata tha actions 
to radiica tha deficit in three areas* The June Monthly Financial 
Statements show that the Board had laid off only 140 of 150 admin- 
istrators? the hiring freeze on vacancies was only 85% effective # 
and the target of $3 million in OTPS savings was never reached 
(Chart k). The initial commitment of measures to close the budget 
gap for FY 1980 was based on a projected deficit* By the end of 
the year, having obtained all new revenues from the city, state, 
and federal governments, the Board of Education realized that the 
^ejection had been sli^tly overstated and that in fact the year 
would end with a minimal surplus, in part due to those reductions 
that were executed* Not surprisingly, the reaction was to relax 
efforts to contain apending and to meet the more difficult adminis- 
trative cuts* 

The Board of Education did avoid a budget deficit but the final 
series of administrative reductions was not lo^lemantad and the 
opportunity to generate recurring administrative savings was lost* 

Coa^rison of the Pentax tapes with the Monthly Financial 
Statements provides a slightly different picture of staffing at 
the Board at the end of the fiscal year* There is a difference of 
approximately 1,500 positions between the two totals* (Table 13) 
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TABLE 1 



Comparison of June Payroll and Pentax Tapes for June# 1980 
by Unit of Appropriation 



201s District Instruction & 
Administration 

203 s Division of Hi^ Schools 

205s Division of Special 
Bducation 

^07? Ancillary Services 

209: Division of School 
Buildings ' 

211 s Central Administration 
Activities 



Juhe 
Payroll 



34,007 
14,648 

9,378 
1,958 

2,218 

1,361 



June 
Pentaix 



33,431 
14,521 



Difference 
•# % 
-576 - % 
-127 - 1% 



9,464 +86+1% 
1,972 ^ +14+1% 

1,207 +i,011 +46% 

1,467 +106 + 8% 



TOTAL 



63,570 62,062 -1,508 - 2% 



Sources: Monthly Financial Statement, June 1980, Board of Education 
City of New York, 
Pentax Tapes for Jtuie 1980 
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The Pentax tapes show a more dramatic decrease overall in admlnls'- 
tratlv^ staff than the Financial headcounts, but this is largely 
accounted for by the drop in positions in School Buildings* In 
every ^ther unit including ^:he districts, the Pentax 9hows a larger 

f ' • • 

number of administrative staff than the Efbard's headcounts* 

" ' ^ - - - - — ^- - . - 

Conversely, the Pentax carries smaller R- 740 totals for the dis- 
tricts and special education than the June statement. 

The discrepancy between the headcounts is large enough to raise > 
« 

some serious questions about the Board's personnel recordkeeping 
especially with respect to hourly personnel* It appears that the 
difference in the totals for administration can be attributed to 
the drop in prevailing rate mechanics in school buildings, who are 

carried as hourly annual mployees* Since the Monthly Financial 

i 

Statements do not breakdown administrative categories, this decrease 
is obscured* Similarly, Monthly Financial Statements do not reflect' 
changes in the total Z*bank payroll. Thus, it is difficult to 
capture shifts for those hourly soiployees as well* 

The Pentax tapes also show the total number of hours* supplied 
by E-bank personnel by appropriation unit, which the MFS and 
budgets do not* Although this number fluctuates, the breakdown 
of employees by divisions provides some indicajbion of those units 
which rely most heavily on hourly staff* - x 

E-banK scari represent a significant source of meuipower 
especially iji the districts and school li&ch programs* They also ^ 
accbunt for a significant share of personnel costs*} E-*bank staff 
cah be used to maintain services vfhere full-time staff is eliminated* 
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Thus, U record of^ the totdil number of hours can provide . 9 i^idica*^ 
tlon of the impact of cuts in services and useful data for personnel 
planning. Absent such data# the MFS amd the budgets reveal an 
incomplete pattern of services at the Board.- ^ 

/ 

i 

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION: FIVE YEARS AFTER THE FISCAL CRISIS 

The fiscal ^crisis in 1975 was traumatic for the Board of 
Education. In one year, it lost 11% of its personnel. More tham 
7,000 positions were eliminated in the districts, 2,200 positions 
were eliminated in the high schools, 700 positions were lost in 
special education. Nor were the cuts limited to instructional 
services. Operating staff was also cut as were offices in the 
admi .Istration. 

Since 1976, as the city struggled to balance its budget, the 
Board has been forced to make further reductions in staff. Potential 
savings from the decline in student enrollment have been difficult to 
achieve as costs for fuel, ^transportation and staff — all driven 
by inflation have risen. At the same tdLme, the system has had 
to fulfill mandates for services imposed by the federal government. 
During these five years, the EPP has consistently argued for main* 
taining the level of inst?nictional services while ^educing the size 
of administjration. Has it succeeded? What effects have the dramatic 
changes had on staffing at the Board? 

Comparison of payroll documents prepared by the Toard in 1976 
With 1980 payrolls shows very slight decreases in total staff — 
ranging from 1% to 3% depending on how the counts arts calculated. 

(Table 14) Pedagogic staff has gro%m slightly (by 1%) while 

« 
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TABLE 14 



COB?)arison of June^ 1976 Payroll and June/ 1980 Pentax by 
Pedagogues and Administrators 



Pedagogues 

Pedagogues R*740 
Certificated Snployees E-744 

Subtotal 



Adainistrators 

Adninistrative Employees J-740 
Annual School Lunch Workers 
Mechanics DE-401 
Custodians 

Subtotal 



TOTAL 



1976 


1980 


Difference 






# 


% 


56/769 


57/542 


+773 


+ 1% 


25 




-25 


-100% 


56/794 


57/542 


+748 


+ 1% 


3/606 


2/972^ 


-634 


-18% 


1/808 


1/612 


-196 


-11% 


520 


435 


- 85 


-16% 


1/076 


1/000 


- 76 


- 7% 


7/130 


6/019 


-1/111 


-16% 


63/924 


63/561 


-363 


- 1% 



^Estimate based on administrative headcount/ net school lunch/ 
mechanics/ and custod4ans in Pentax 



Sources: 1976 Response to BPP testimony; Board of Education 
1980 Pentax tapes 
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administrative staff including custodians and prevailing wage 
mechanics have dropped 16%* The teacher- administrator ratio was 
nine to one in 19,76' it remains the same today* 

Comparison of budget documents supports similar conclusions* 
Since 1976, there has been an overall decrease of 4% in city tax 
levy positions at the Board. Staff has been cut in every area 
with the exception of special education. But the pattern of cuts 
that occurred in 1975 has been reversed. (Table 15) 

The share of cuts absorbed by administrative and ancillary 
services now exceeds those sustained by instructional services* 

Reconciliation of the 1976 with 1980 appropriation units 
shows an 11% decrease in administrative lines. (Table 16) 
Ancillary services incurred the largest proportion of reductions 
with a net loss of 16%. Positions have been eliminated in the 
administrative offices for school lunches and pupil personnel* 
Central administration also sustained a net reduction of 11% # 
primarily because of cuts in Business and Adn&nistration and 
Curriculum and Instruction. School buildings lost a net 8% of its 
personnel th..ough cuts in custodial services and repair shops. 

In contrast, the number of employees in some offices has^ 
increased — most notably Personnel by 13% i Budget by 140%; Legal 
Services by 75% and the Board of Exaiminers by 28%. In most instances 
the increase can be attributed to reorganizations, where the inc>*ease 
actually offsets a decrease elsewhere. No management analysis vas 
undertaken to determine the net effect of such transferrin either in 
terms of number of personr^^l or their lmpro\^d efficiency. In one 
case, however, the Division of Personnel, there is no apparent 
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TABLE 15 

Conpariaon of Tax Levy J?*- ait ions at the Board of Education 
by Unit of Appropriation 

4 

ft»cutive Budget Budget as Modified 





1976 


1980 


Difference 


1976 


1980 


Difference 


- 






t 


% 






* 


% 


Cantral Admin. Activities 


2,142 


1,715 


-427 


-20% 


1,910 


1,696 


-214 


-11% 


itacilUry Services 


3,324 


2,731 


-593 


-18% 


3,064 


2,559 


-SM 


-16% 


School Buildings 


3,027 


2,724 


-303 


-10% 


2,894 


2,660 


-234 


- 8% 


High Schools 


16,170 


14,891 


-1,279 


- 8% 


15,123 


15,028 


- 95 


- 1% 


District Instruction 6 
Adainistration 


35,331 


33,864 


-1,467 


- 4% 


36,271 


33,582 


-2,689 


- 7% 


Special Education 


6,891 


6,789 


-102 


- 1% 


6,274 


7,245 


+971 


+15% 




66,885 


62,804 


-4,081 


- 6% 


65,536 


62,770 


-2,766 


- 4% 



Source: Executive Budget, PY 1976, City of New York. 

Executive Budget, FY 1980, City of New York 

Budget as Modified, FY 1976, Executive Budget, FY 197? 

Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1981, City of New York 
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TABLE 16 



COB^Muriaon of Tax Lavy Positions at the Board of Education by 

Rtspoaaibilii^ Center 
Executive Budget and Budget as Fk^dified^ 
FY 1976 and FY 1980 



Executive Budget 



1976 



1980 



dsNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES 
Central Admin « Activities 



B udget as Modified 



1976 



Board of Education 


30 


23 


22 


Office of Legis^ Rep. 


3 


3 


3 


Office of Sec. 


34 


26 


30 






52 


55 


Chancellor 








Office of Chancellor 


40 


40 


38 


Educ«*Perf. 6 Acct. 


3 


7 


9 


Office of PubUc Affairs 


53 


29 


41 


Office of Educ. Bval. 


43 


31 


37 


Sr. Asst. for Instruction 






— 


Sr. Asst. for Business 




- 


^^^^ 




137 


107 


125 


Comunitv School Diatrict Affairs 




11 


8 


Executive Director 


9 


Central Zoning Unit 


27 


17 


19 


Intergrp. Hunan Rel. 


13 


6 


9 




49 


34 


3b 


Sdw. pianitina a Swport (new Currlculxim ft 


Instruction) 




^ Executive Director 


12 


12 


12 


Disseaination unit 




12 




Planning Unit 




4 




Center for Health ft Phys. Ed. 


18 


13 


12 


Hunanities ft Arts 


17 


29 


11 


Textbooks 


9 




5 


AV Instruction 


36 


MP 


22 


Math ft Science 


11 


7 


7 


Reading 


3 


8 


3 


Bilinigual Ed. 


42 


24 


29 


Career ft Occ. Ed. 


22 


20 




Library ft Media 


111 


50 


32 


Ctr. for School Dev. 




13 




Advisory Council Osc/Ed 


3 


3 


3 



1980 



24 

3 

26 

53 



43 

3 
34 
20 

6 



106 



11 
15 
4 

30 



U 
12 
4 
12 
26 



6 
8 
22 
13 
47 
13 
3 




« 

^Chmng*. In Individual r.«ponaibility enters (offic.s) should be considered within 
the context o£ their respective suWieadings to distinguish between reorganizations 
and net change in the nunber of personnel. 
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Table 16 (cont*) 





Executive Budget 


Budget as 


Modified 




1976 


1980 


1976 


1980 


Educ. Planning & Swport (new Curriculum & 


Instruction) 


(cont* ) 






Q 


16 


7 


13 


Boro wide Music Prog* 






• 








• 


11 




School Volunteer 


8 


5 


6 


5 


Innovative 


— 








Curri* Dev* & Support 


27 


- 


19 




HOM aconoAics 


11 




5 


- 


Foreign Iianguages 


5 


- 


5 




The Learning Cooperative 


16 




17 


- 




372 


216 


226 


201 


Personnel 










Executive Director 


^ 7 


23 . 


13 


26 


. Appeals 4* Review 


' 15 


7 


11 


8 


C^j.lege a CosnuAity Liaison 


12 


6 


11 


8 


Field Services 


4 , 


5 


3 


5 




-26 


26 


22 


28 


Office of Pedagogy 


44 


43 


42 


53 


Teecner stacus 




15 


14 


17 


Staff Services 


11 


33 


11 


32 


Health/Welfare 


, 7 


7 


7 


7 


Medical Bureau 


'37 


26 


29 


26 


Salary Differential a Status 


21 


17 


21 


17 


Career Training Prog* 


— 






6 


personnel Planning 


2& 


II , 


22 






224 


208 


206 


233 


Business 6 Adninistration 








14 


Sxecutive Director 


7 


17 


8 


Financial Operations 


7 


3 


7 


3 


Cash Management 


16 


15 


19 


15 


Ped* Payroll 


121. 


65 


146 


62 


Hon Ped* Payroll 


29 


43 


35 


43 


Accts* Payable 


68 


48 


'64 


44 


accounting 


15 


27 


25 


22 


Ketirenent Claims 


21 


18 


20 


18 


jMigineerxng aucul^ 




21 


12 


19 


Management Information Systems 


178 


144 


176 


133 


School Fin* Aid 


22 


22 


26 


18 


Management Analysis 


18 


27 


« •* 
17 


23 


Supp* Services 


6 


5 


5 


2 


Admin* Services 


25 


20 


29 


20 


Supplies 


353 


257 


328 


242 


Unemployment Insurance 




12 




12 


Review Control 








8 




899 


744 


917 


698 



ERIC 
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Tabltt 16 (cont.) 
Bcactttiv Budget 



Board of Zxamlnmxa 

Deputy ChaBcellor 
Of flea of Deputy Chancellor 
Budget Operations & Review 
perfomaoce Managansnt Onlt 
Office of Bd. Statistics 
Netrolab (Office of Student 

Infoxnatlon Senrlcee) 
I<abor Relations 
Auditor Genereil 
Equal Opp* 
Legal Services 
CBTA Admin* 

Central Business Office 
Data Processing 
Chief Clerk 



TOTAL CENTRAL ADMIN. ACTIVITIES 




37 
26 
22 
37 



23 
51 
6 
15 



19 

236 
2,142 




12 
61 
23 
4 

14 
28 
70 
5 
25 



242 
1,715 



Budget as Modified 
1976 1980 



92 



29 
25 
15 
46 



22 
77 
6 
16 



17 
253 
1,910 



118 



12 
60 
19 



11 
32 
67 
11 
28 
10 
2 
5 



257 
1,696 



ANCILLARY SERVICES 

Pupil Transportation 
Bureau of Pupil Trans. 



School Lunch 

Bureau of School Lunch Admin. 

HS Lunch 

Sprno* Ed. Lunch 

JHS Lunch 

Elea. Lunch 

Non Public School' tunch 



Pupil Personnel "* 
Educ./Voc. Guidance 
Attendance Adznln* 
Attendance Services 
Attendance Services, Non-i?ublic 



44 


63 


44 


64 


44 


63 


44 

r 


64 


- 541 


418 


441 


194 


412 


336 


412 






13 




172 


439 


429 


436 


148 


756 


927 


742 


1,513 


184 


136 


156 




2,332 


2,259 


2,187 


2,027 


8 


12 


14 


13 


8 


65 




75 


173 


73 


171 


77 


17 


17 


17 


17 



^school-based guidance counselors are included with instructional services aa are 
district attendance teachers. 

2ln 1976, adidnlstratlve positions for attendance were included with the attendance 
ERIC teacher*. These clerical positions were subsequently moved to ;tendance 
Administration*" Sj^ 
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Table 16 rcont.T 



Pupil Personnel (cont.) 
Attendance Teachers 
Office of Pupil Personnel 

Services Adtain. 
Bureau of Child Oiidance 

(Special Id) 
Bureau of Child Guidance 

Mental Health (Districts) 



School Safety ^ 

School Safety Adnin. 
HS Safety 
District Safe^ 



TcrnOi ANCiUARsr services 



SCHOOL BUILDINGS ^ 
Executive Director 
Central Staff 

Gperation oC School Plants 
Custodial Service 
Bureau of Maintenance 
Bureau of Main./ Eng., & Admin « 
wagas, Rtpair Shop, Mechanics 
Design & Construction 
Bureau of Construction 
Educ. Fac. Planning & Design 

TOTAL SCHOOL BUILDINGS 



Executive Budget 


Budget as 


Modified 


i97o 




1976 


1980 
- 






- 
- 


23 


279 


219 


181 


218 


431 




428 





916 


386 


811 


423 






22 


45 


























32 


23 


22 


45 


3,324 


2,731 

■ 


3,064 


2,559 


5 


16 


5 


22 


- 


94 


— 


99 


94 


100 


92 


99 


1,190 


1,247 


1,213 


1/185 


284 


- 


284 




128 


224 


128 


225 


771 


710 


771 


700 


489 




401 






147 






66 


186 




181 


,3,027 


2,724 


2,8^4 


2,660 



^ School guards are paid with reimbursable funds from CETA and are included in a 
asperate Unit of Appropriation. 

^Note that Design and Construction and the Bureau of Maintenance were eliminated 
in a reorganization and the personnel were redistributed to other offices with a 
net decreaee. 
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Table 16 (cont.) 



Ex ecutive Budget 



1976 



1980 



Budget aa Modified 

1976 T98ir 



HIGH SCHOOLS 

Executive Director 
Office of HS Supt. 
Field Supervision (lncl« H«S« 

Supt*-Bx« for 1980) 
Pupil Services 
Or^an* & Planning 
Cooperative Education 
Office of Cont. JB^* 
Office of H.S* Supt. • Bklyn. 
Office of H.B^ Supt. * Manh. 
Office of E.S. Supt* - Queens 
Office of H*S* Supt. - S.l. 
Day HS Teaching Acadenlc 

(Includes Alternative H«S« for 
Alternative Schools 
Harlem Prep 
Bilingual Sduc« 
Day HS Teaching Sp« Needs 
Day HS Teaching Voc« 
MY Educ* Info. System 
Evening HS 
Suoamr HS . 

Day HS Extra Currlcular 
Ruppert Bduc* 
Day HS Optional 

TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 



45 


15 


11 


23 




- 


31 






31 


• 


12 


23 


21 


16 


20 


32 


35 


? 


41 


12 


7 


7 


7 


34 


2 


4 


5 


• 


- 


- 


10 




_ 


- 


8 


• 


- 


- 


9 






- 


10 


11/525 


11/646 


9/863 


11/879 


1980) 








100 


- 


155 


- 


28 


— 


- 


- 


113 


115 


110 


115 




720 


821 


612 


4/226 


2/276 


4/101 


2/256 




21 




14 


1 






1 










2 


2 


2 


6 


3 








26 








16/170 


14/891 


15/123 


15/028 



DISTRICTS IHSTROCTION & AONIMISTRATION 



Mndttl* 1 - Community School District Administration 



Con* Boards of Ed. 
Con. Supt. 






62 
621 
683 



Woduls 2 • Bl^m. Instruction 
Adaln./Teachsrs 
Tsachsrs/ Spec. Needs 
Teachers/ Bilingual 

. Kindergarten - first grade 



20/645 
5 



20/650 



16/856 
820 
97 
2/604 
20/877 



20/941 
4 

1,649 
22/594 



17/058 
815 
101 
2/266 

20/240 



Module 2 • JHS Instruction 
Teachers/ Adnin. 
Teachers/ Special Needs 
Bilingual Teachers 



13/184 
5 

299 
13/488 



11/666 
435 

34 

12/135 



12/373 
4 

342 
12/719 



11/507 
438 

41 

11/986 



63 



Module 2 - Support S«rvic«s 
. Att«ndaiic« 

Su«':^rtiv« S«rvice8/ 

Goidanc* 
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Table 16 (cont.) 
Executive Budget 

1976 ^ 19S0_ 



219 



219 



126 

90 
216 



Budget as Modified 
1976 1980 



161 



161 



120 
102 
222 



Module 3 - Cont. Ed 6 Extended Use 
Recreation - Con Ctrs 
Com. Centers - Summer Progs 
Distrlc Inst. 6 Admin 



Module 5a - Special Purposf 
Coordination 
Legal Services 
Paras (Trans, class size) 



12 
12 



_3 
3 



1 

6 



Module 5b - Special Purpose 
Bilingual 

Scbool Lunch helpers 
Oo^s 

kind elem. innovative progs 
Innovative Progs - JHS 
Model School Prog. 



TOTAL DISTRICT ADMIN. S INSTR. 



35,331 



394 
22 
12 
33 
8 

469 
33,864 



36,271 



359 
2 

49 
7 
27 
444 

33,582 



TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION^ 



6,891 



6,789 



7,245^ 



GRAND TOTAL 66,885 62,804 65,536 62,770 

source: Executive Budget, FY 1976, City of New York 
Executive Budget, FY 1980, City of New York- 
Budget as Modified, FY 1976, Executive Budget, FY 1977 
Budget as Modified, FY 1980, Executive Budget, FY 1981, City of New York 



^Due to the total reorganization of the Division of Special Education and the 
restructuring of the budget format, it is not useful to compare the responsibility 
centers for 1976 and 1980. EPP is preparing a conqplete expenditure analysis of 
the Division of Special Education to be released, Spring 1981. 

^The Budget as Modified is based on m^d-winter data. By the end of the fiscal 
year, there were 9,315 budgeted positions in the Division of Special Education. 
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justification for the growth. The number of organizational units In 
the Division of Personnel Is the same as In 1976 • Nor can the gro%fth 
be attributed to discrepancies In recordkeeping, as confirmed by 
comparison of payroll and budget documents. \ 

Instruction has declined also, though not as precipitously as 
administration. Among the instructional areas, the greatest loss 
has occurred in the districts, vdiere the total number of lines has 
declined by 7%. This decrease is significantly less than the 19% 
drop in student enrollment for grades K-6, and the 15% drop in 
intermediate school enrollment. However, as the EPP has pointed 
out in the past, cannot expect to accrue personnel savings at 
the same rate as the decline in enrollment. Students do not leave 
individual schools in groups of thirty children in the same grade. 
The decrease in enrollment is unevenly distributed throughout the 
•school and throughout community school districts. Thus, even though 
the number of teachers has declined less than half as fast as the 
number of students, average class size has, unfortunately, risen rv. 
slightly. The conclusion also holds in a ccn^rison ot direct 
instructional services with enrollment* Lines for elementary^ 
instruction have declined only 10% %rtille those for intermediate 
instruction have dropped 6%. The 1% drop in the high scliool is 
also less than the overall enrollment decline. 

In contrast to these areas, the Increase in Special Education 
instructional staff is less proportionately than the Increase in 
handicapped pupils. Since 1976, there has been an overall Increase 
of 15% in Special Education compared to a 49% Increase in handicapped 
pupils . . 



What arm thm implications of these changes? The drop in; School 
Buildings reflects reduction of maintenance and custodial staff # 
consistent with the decrease in the size of the school plant. The 

Board has also shed several functions for nonpublic schools • At the 

ft « 
sane time, it has streamlined several management (departments, consoli- 
dating offices in Business and Administration as well as centralizing 
pupil personnel and school lunch fiuictions which were formerly housed 
in the districts and the hi^ schools. And the nusiber of teachers — 
largely because of special education — has increased. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

These changes point to a policy of maintaining the level of 
instructional services rather than administrative services; of 
keeping teachers rather than administrators. The Board has adhered 
.to this position rather consistently, even during the difficult fiscal 
strains of last year. However it has not done all that it could do, 
as exemplified by its failure to follow. through on proposed savings- 

Considering that the Board ha^ generally attempted »to reduce 
administration, makes it all the more difficult to explain the growth 

of the Division of Personnel. Although the growth of the Division 

i , * 

of Special Education has required signiflcarxt numbers of new hires, 
the total number of Board of Education employees has been reduced 
by 4% since 1976. The number of pedagogic employees has increased 
by 1%. It is imperative that the Board of Education examine the 
management of the Division of Personnel, particularly the growth 
(BAM FY*76-PY^80) in the Office of the Executive Director (13 posi- 
tions or 100%), the Office of Pedagogy (11 positions, or 25%), and 
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the Office of Administrative Personnel (6 positions or more-than ^ 
25%) « these increases do not seem justified by the overall change 
in the workload of the Division. The implementation of a new 
Hunan Resources Information System should be a vehicle for reducing 
these offices and not creating the need for new positipns. 

In light of the progress made by the Board, iw is a shame. that 
two failings mar its performance ~ the inaccuracies of its data and 
the growth in the Division of Personnel • Therefore, the EPP recommends 
the following: x^- • 

1. The Board should make every effort to reconcile 

"its data and make them as comprehensive as possible* 
2«r The Board should ^investigate the causes for the 
growth in the Division of Persoimel and atj^ain 
greater efficiency in this office. 
3.' The Board, as well as the public, should remain 

vigilamt in monitoring its administrative . 
expenditurils • * ^ 

V 

Nevertheless, overall, the 5PP now feels much more confident 
than it did in 1976 that the largest portions of funds allocated 
to the Board of Education will benefit children iA the classroom. 
As we have in the past, we will continue to advoca^te the paring 
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of the administrative budget wherever possible and to jnonltor the 
implementation of those fat*»trimming activities • 
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